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United Poultry Concerns appreciates this opportunity to respond
to the request for comments concerning the devel opment of an
action plan to address the presence of Salnonella enteritidis in
shell eggs and egg products using a farmto-table approach with a
view to protecting the public specifically by reducing the nunber
of foodborne illnesses associated with SE in shell eggs and egg
products. United Poultry Concerns is a national nonprofit public
education organization Incorporated in the state of Mryland.

United Poultry Concerns is requesting that the Food and Drug
Admnistration use its jurisdiction to ban farm practices that
injure human health by conpromsing the welfare of farmed
animals. Specifically, in April of 1998, United Poultry Concerns
and the Association of Veterinarians for Aninmal Rights petitioned
the Food and Drug Adm nistration to prohibit the forced nolting
of ﬁoult_ry based on the fact that the forced molting practice of
wi t hhol di ng food from birds has been shown to promote the

devel opment and spread of Salnonella enteritidis (SE) in the
birds and their eggs (Docket No. 98pP-0203/CP1).

The Food and brua Adm nistration nmust do nore than put bacteria
warni ng | abels on egg cartons and regul ate egP tenperatures. The
Food and Drug Adm nistration has a responsibility to inplenent

i nformation showi ng that the stress of food deprivation inpairs
hens' immune systens naking them susceptible to SE and ot her

pat hogens. |f the FDA is truly commtted to public health, to
prevention of transmssible diseases frompoultry to humans, and
to meaningful interventions at the farmlevel, it will ban forced
mol ting wthout further delay.

Forced Molting Pronbtes SE Infection and the Spread of D seases.

According to Dr. Bernie Beckman and Dr. Doug Gieve, "Influence
of Disease on Egg Quality," Egg Industry, June 1999: "Reduced
feed and water intake is the nost detrimental and universal
aspect of disease" in hens used for egg production (p. 10).

According to Gary D. Butcher, DVM and Richard Mles, PhD,

"Sal nonella Control and Ml ting of Egg-Laying Flocks--Are They
Conpatible,” University of Florida Cooperative Extension Service
(Fact Sheet VM 92, July 1994): "The stress resulting from an

A non-profit public information organization addressing the use of poultry in —_—
-0 :

food production, science, education and entertainment



Docket Nos 98N-1230; 96P-0418; 97P-0197  United Poultry Concerns

I nduced nmolt significantly depresses the cellular inmune response
in laying hens and will increase the severity of a concurrent
intestinal SE infection. Mlted birds shed significantly hi gher
numbers of SE during a forced nolt as conpared to unnolted birds.
The ceca and colon of the molting hens al so have nore severe
inflammation than non-nolted birds. . . . No matter what specific
or conbination of factors are involved in causing increased
susceptibility of laying hens to SE infection, the fact remains
that | aying hens undergoing a forced nmolt by feed renoval are
under stress and are nore likely to becone sal nonella shedders as
conpared to non-nolted hens."

Egq producers agree that forced nolting is a primary cause of SE

Wrld Poul try-Msset, Vol. 12, No. 9, 1996, a poultry and egg
trade namgazine, cites the work of Peter S. Holt, USDA

i mmunol ogi st, SE Poultry Research Lab in Athens, Georgia,
docunenting that "Wile unnolted hens usually have to ingest
about 50,000 Salnonella cells to becone infected, nolted hens
need fewer than 10. Once infected, nolted hens shed far nore
germs in their faeces than unnolted birds and are nore likely to
'ay contam nat ed eggs._hbreover, Sal monel l a spread through the
air anong the nolted birds, despite the conventional w sdom that
this germinfects animals solely through ingestion of

contam nated faeces. This finding argues that farnmers should find
| ess stressful ways to increase egg production. . . . (p. 19).

The General Accounting Ofice Report to the Honorable Richard J.
Durbin, U'S. Senate, July 1999, on Food Safety, U S. Lacks a
Consi stent Farmto- Tabl e Approach to Egg Safety (GAO/RCED-99-184)
states on page 25, '"[Rlesearch at Pennsylvani a egg producers
during the early 1990s identified several factors that my

I ncrease bacterital levels and chicken contam nation. These
factors included heavy rodent popul ations, older flocks, and
forced nolting" (p. 25).

In "Admnistration wants to cut Se IlInesses by half in five
years," Food Chem cal News, August 30, 1999, pp. 16-18, states
"Opponents of the practice [of torced nolting] cite its cruelty
to the birds and its clear safety hazards, arguing that it shoul d
be banned. Industry groups recogni ze the dangers, but say it is
an econom ¢ issue.” According to Al Wnger, a Pennsylvania Egg
Producer, "If we aren't allowed to nolt in Pennsylvania, but you
are allowed to molt in Virginia [for exanple], we're at a

di sadvantage. W need a national uniform standard" (pp. 16-17).
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It should be enphasized that while Pennsylvania egg producers
have identified forced nolting as a prinmary cause of SE, the
Pennsyl vania Egg Quality Assurance Program (PEQAP) has not
implemented its findings by elimnating the harnful practice.
Instead of elimnating a primary cause of SE, PEQAP has chosen to
invest its financial and other resources nerely in sanple testing
of manure of force-nolted flocks. In fact, PEQAP does not even
require manure tests of forced nolted flocks until "five to seven
weeks following return to feed" (PE%?P: Egg Quality and Safety
from Farm to Market Brochure, Revised January 1999).

Wiile the egg industry conplains about the econom c disadvantages
it could incur as a result of elimnating the starvation of hens,
It meanwhile is investing a |large amount of noney and the federal
government is spending taxpayers' noney to mask and circunvent a
di sease-causing practice instead of elimnating it. And while the
egg industry invokes possible "increased cost to the consuner" of
elimnating forced nmolting, at the same tine it is funding and
proclaimng the benefits of pasteurization technologies, a
process that "adds 35 to 40 percent to the cost of a dozen eggs"
(USA Today, July 15, 1999, 7D).

Ergo: If the egg industry is willing to add 35 to 40 percent to
the cost of a dozen eggs to pay for countertechnol ogi es and
marketing strategies, It can, by the sane token, add such costs
as mght be incurred by elimnating forced nolting, if such costs
exist. One way or another, whether these extra costs are real or
hyFotheticaI, uni form national standards prohibiting forced
molting by the Food and Drug Administration will create a leve
playing field and elimnate this excuse.

Cont am nated eggs are already costing the consuner considerable
money. Cost to the consumer of eggs and egg products nust take

I nto account such expenses as are cited in the General Accounting
O fice's 1999 Report to Senator Durbin. According to the GAO
Report: "Illnesses and deaths from Sal nonella Enteritidis cost
the nation approximately $225 nmillion to $3 billion in 1996."
Though not all SE infections were linked to eggs, "between 1985
and 1998, when a cause could be identified, over three-quarters
of Salnonella Enteritidis outbreaks were |inked to eggs,
according to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention" (p.
1).

Add to the above the fact that food-deprived hens are forced to
pluck and consune the contam nated feathers of their cage nmates
In order to drive off hunger and obtain nutrients, just as the
Nati onal Turkey Federation notes that food-deprived turkeys are
driven to eat Sal monella-contamnated litter, and the need to
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elimnate and prohibit the inhumane, disease-causing practice of
food deprivation is clear. (See Avian D seases, 1995, 39:248 re:
force-nolted hens observed eating SE contam nated feathers. See
Food Chemical News, July 26, 1999, p. 25, re: the June 18
technol ogy sem nar hosted by the NTF where it was noted that
food-deprived turkeys "look for other food sources during feed
withdrawal, eating litter when they are hungry.")

Concl usion: The Food and Drug Adm nistration should establish a
prevention-based approach to reducing and elininating Sal monel | a
enteritidis. As SE has been causally linked to forced nolting as
a primary cause of the pathogen at the farmlevel, affecting
hens, oviducts, their eggs, and consuners of commercial eggs and
egg products, this inhumane practice should be prohibited. SE
does not just cause acute food poisoning. In addition to severe
abdom nal pain, fever, headache, and vomting, SE "can also |ead
to nore severe conditions, such as bl oodstreaminfections,
arthritis, and nmeningitis," as noted on page 3 of the GAO Report
to Senator Durbin. According to James L. Smith, USDA-ARS

M crobial Food Safety Research, in the COctober 1996 i ssue of
Agricultural Research, "People who have had bacterial food

poi soning may have potential for illness other than just the
tenporary inconveni ence of diarrhea and vomting: 'Certain
individuals may suffer chronic joint diseases, such as reactive
arthritis, after being infected with bacteria ingested with
food"" (p. 16). One wonders how many people who develop arthritis
later in life incur this crippling disease as a result of having
eaten eggs contamnated with Sal nonella derived from farm
practices such as forced nolting.

I n August 1998, Patricia Stolfa, USDA/FSIS wote to United

Poul try Concerns: "FSIS recognizes that public health concerns
are raised by highly stressful forced nolting practices. For
exanpl e, extended starvation and water deprivation practices |ead
to increased shedding of Salnonella enteritidis (Se) by [ ayi ng
hens subjected to these practices. Therefore, in an effort to
reduce human illnesses caused by Se, FSIS is encouraging poultry
and egg producers to elimnate forced nmolting practices and adopt
alternatives that reduce public health risks" (August 21, 1998).

The Food and Drug Adm nistration has the authority, which it
shoul d exercise in the name of public health, to prohibit the
forced nolting of laying hens, and the w thholding of food from
poultry in general, because the practice has been shown to be a
primary cause of transm ssible diseases, including Sal nonella
enteritidis, originating at the farmlevel. This Is what we are
grPing the Food and Drug Admnistration to do wthout further

el ay.
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Thank you verK much again for the opportunity to submt our
comments on these Docket Nunbers.

Sincer

Kdren Davis, PhD

Presi dent

Ph 757-678- 7875

Fax 757-678-5070

E-mai| karend@apaccess. org
Web site: www. upc-online.org
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